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SUMMARY OF FACULTY SENATE MEETING lotos toy 
CALL TO ORDER 
Chair Licari called the meeting to order at 3:17 P.M. 
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES 
Motion to approve the minutes of the 9 / 24 / 07 meeting as 
corrected by Senator Bruess; second by Senator East. Motion 
passed. 
CALL FOR PRESS IDENTIFICATION 
No press present. 
COMMENTS FROM INTERIM PROVOST LUBKER 
Interim Provost Lubker followed up with the Senate on efforts to 
begin relationships with community colleges in the state, an 
item that had been discussed at their fall retreat. He outlined 
the advantages of having such a relationship and noted that he 
has had discussions with five community colleges and has begun 
discussions with North Iowa Area Community College to establish 
an agreement with UNI. A lengthy discussion followed. 
COMMENTS FROM FACULTY CHAIR, IRA SIMET 
Chair Licari introduced Ira Simet, Chemistry, who was recently 
elected Faculty Chair. 
Faculty Chair Simet stated that he is honored to have been 
elected and will be receptive to ideas from the senate or 
faculty at large, and continuing with Dr. Joseph's efforts in 
academic rigor and academic honesty if she does not wish to 
continue. He is also planning to tie up any loose ends from the 
past several years that there may be from the Senate. 
COMMENTS FROM CHAIR, MICHAEL LICARI 
Chair Licari noted that the University Council met last week 
with a presentation on UNI enrollment information from Vice 
President Terry Hogan who noted that current enrollment is 
12,609, up 2.8% from last academic year. He also discussed the 
challenges UNI is facing; tuition and fees, decline in the 
number of high school graduates and competition from community 
colleges. 
As part of that meeting, President Allen presented information 
on the voluntary system of accountability. This is an effort to 
try to deal with reports at the federal level about overseeing 
higher education accountability and UNI is trying to come up 
with their own system in an attempt to head off any federal 
regulations. 
Chair Licari also noted that the Senate will no longer be 
meeting in the Great Reading Room; future Senate meetings will 
be held in Seminar Room 102, Towers Center. 
CONSIDERATION OF CALENDAR ITEMS FOR DOCKETING 
974 Annual Report of the Military Science Liaison and Advisory 
Committee, 2006 - 2007 
Motion to docket in regular order as item # 856 by Senator 
Christensen; second by Senator O'Kane. Motion passed. 
NEW BUSINESS 
Chair Licari reminded the Senate that at the last meeting they 
had appointed Hans Isakson as faculty representative to the 
Student Conduct Committee pending his acceptance; he has 
declined. Mitch Strauss, Design, Textiles, Gerontology and 
Family Studies, has been recruited, pending Senate approval. 
Motion to elect Mitch Strauss as the faculty representative to 
the Student Conduct Committee by Senator Neuhaus; second by 
Senator Bruess. Motion passed. 
Chair Licari announced that the Senate needs to appoint a 
representative from the Senate to the LAC-Curriculum Task Force. 
Self-nomination by Senator van Wormer. Motion passed. 
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CONSIDERATION OF DOCKETED ITEMS 
853 Emeritus Status request, David Buch, Department of Music, 
effective 8/07 
Motion to approve by Senator Funderburk; second by Senator 
Christensen. 
Motion passed. 
854 Proposed UNI Policy on Split Faculty Appointments 
Motion to endorse by Senator East; second by Senator Smith. 
Dean Wallace, representing the Academic Affairs Counicl, was 
present to discuss this with the Senate, noting that this 
proposal is for a position that is to be split between spouses 
or partners. It is not meant to be unrelated individuals in 
different departments. The initial recommendation was endorsed 
by the Faculty Senate in February 2006 and that was discussed at 
the Academic Affairs Council this past summer. She noted the 
three basic changes to the proposal. First is that the 
appointments must be mutually agreeable to the partners, the 
home department, department head, and the dean. The second 
change is that each individual receives faculty rank and has a 
full vote at all university faculty meetings and elections, but 
with a vote proportionate to the split appointment at 
departmental meetings. The third change is that both faculty in 
a split position are required to meet the same research, 
scholarship and/or artistic requirements as other probationary 
and tenure-track faculty within the same academic department, 
and to be evaluated accordingly. A lengthy discussion followed. 
Senator East amended his motion to say that the Senate endorses 
the idea but not necessarily this proposal, and recommends that 
parties work on the wording of the document; second by Senator 
Smith. 
Motion to endorse the policy passed with two nays and two 
abstentions. 
855 Associate Provost's position on University Curriculum 
Committee 
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Associate Provost Kopper outlined the makeup of the University 
Curriculum Committee (UCC), noting it was established by the 
Faculty Senate with the Associate Provost sitting on that 
committee as an ex officio member. She recently went to the 
UCC, along with Interim Provost Lubker, and they raised the 
issue of having this committee, a committee of the curriculum, 
being chair by a faculty member of the UCC rather than the 
Associate Provost as has been done in past years. The motion at 
the UCC to have a committee faculty member elected as chair was 
defeated. Senate discussion followed. 
Senator van Wormer moved that the Chair of the University 
Curriculum Committee elect its chair, and that any member of the 
UCC, including the Associate Provost, could be elected chair; 
second by Senator O'Kane. Discussion followed. 
Voting to elect the chair of the UCC from the membership of that 
committee, faculty representative or Associate Provost, was 
passed with one abstention. 
NEW BUSINESS 
An Analysis of Revenues and Expenditures at the University of 
Northern Iowa 
Chair Licari noted that this is a report prepared by Dr. Hans 
Isakson, Department of Economics, UNI, last spring semester. 
This report was distributed to the Senate for their review and 
several senators felt that it would be good to discuss the 
findings. 
Motion to receive Dr. Isakson's report by Senator van Wormer; 
second by Senator Gray. A lengthy discussion followed. 
Senator van Wormer amended her motion to discuss the report, "An 
Analysis of Revenues and Expenditures at the University of 
Northern Iowa" and to invite Tom Schellhardt and Rick Hartzell 
for discussion at a future meeting; second by Senator O'Kane. 
Discussion continued. 
Motion by Senator Funderburk to extend the meeting by ten 
minutes; second by Senator Smith. Motion passed. 
The vote on Senator van Wormer's motion to invite Tom 
Schellhardt and Rick Hartzell for discussion of Mr. Isakson's 
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report on Revenues and Expenditures at UNI at a future meeting 
passed. 
ADJOURNMENT 
DRAFT FOR SENATOR'S REVIEW 
MINUTES OF THE UNIVERSITY FACULTY SENATE MEETING 
10/08/07 
1651 
PRESENT: Maria Basom, Gregory Bruess, David Christensen, Phil 
East, Jeffrey Funderburk, Paul Gray, Bev Kopper, Michael Licari, 
James Lubker, David Marchesani, Pierre-Damien Mvuyekure, Chris 
Neuhaus, Steve O'Kane, Phil Patton, Ira Simet, Jerry Smith, 
Katherine van Wormer, Susan Wurtz, Michele Yehieli 
Absent: Mary Guenther, Donna Schumacher-Douglas, Jerry Soneson 
CALL TO ORDER 
Chair Licari called the meeting to order at 3:17 P.M. 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
Motion to approve the minutes of the 9/24/07 meeting as 
corrected by Senator Bruess; second by Senator East. Motion 
passed. 
CALL FOR PRESS IDENTIFICATION 
No press present. 
COMMENTS FROM INTERIM PROVOST LUBKER 
Interim Provost Lubker followed up with the Senate on efforts to 
begin relationships with community colleges in the state, an 
item that had been discussed at their fall retreat. He 
distributed a copy of an agreement between Iowa State University 
(ISU) and Des Moines Area Community College (DMACC) for dual 
enrollment, noting that this is a model for an agreement of what 
would be proposed. ISU has a similar agreement with North Iowa 
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Area Community College (NIACC). UNI is the only one of the 
three Regents universities that has not established a dual 
enrollment type of arrangement with the community colleges and 
it's about time we start to consider this. There is no cost to 
the university other than a need for our advising center to work 
with these students. Those community college students have no 
advantage over any other student in applying or being admitted 
here; they have to have the same credentials to get in that any 
other student on a transfer basis does. This simply establishes 
a link between that student and UNI. He noted for example, a 
biology student at NIACC that wants to come to UNI for the last 
two or three years of her educational career. By signing this 
document at the beginning, the Biology Department can be in 
touch with her about preparing to come to UNI and making the 
transition easier. This costs us nothing and gains us good 
will, and perhaps allows us to focus on the better students at 
community colleges. 
Associate Provost Lubker stated that he has been in touch with 
the Vice President of Academic Affairs at NIACC who would very 
much like to see us put this into place, and noted that they are 
close to signing an agreement with ISU. He would like to pursue 
this and will be making arrangements to talk with community 
colleges, starting out with NIACC. NIACC is interested in a 
number of relationships with us. We can't assume . that students 
going to community colleges are substandard; they are not. It 
is often the case that these are students that could have come 
to UNI or Iowa but are trying to save a few dollars by going to 
a community college first, and we need to encourage them to go 
on to complete a degree. 
Senator O'Kane asked if the community colleges have less 
stringent entrance requirements. 
Interim Provost Lubker replied that they do. 
Senator O'Kane then asked about a student going to a community 
college with credentials we wouldn't accept. According to this 
agreement, all that student needs academically is a GPA of 2.0 
and then we are forced to accept them. 
Interim Provost Lubker responded that that is already what is 
happening. All this agreement would do is allow the university 
to have a little more control, talk with the student and have a 
bet~er understanding of what their abilities and skills really 
are. The fact that they can get into UNI with lesser 
credentials than we might have required is still the case, and 
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it won't change. However, he believes that that is becoming 
less and less of a problem. It used to be the case that the 
majority of students attending community colleges did so because 
they couldn't get in to other universities. More and more 
students that could very easily come here are going to community 
colleges just to try to save some money. He would like to look 
for the best and brightest graduating from these community 
colleges. And an articulation agreement allows us to get in 
there. 
Additionally, Interim Provost Lubker added, all five of the 
community colleges that UNI has talked with would like to have 
UNI faculty come to their campus to teach a demonstration 
lecture for the primary reason to get to know those students and 
getting a handle on whether they are students that we want 
coming here. Many of our faculty would be surprised by the 
quality of the students they'd see. He would like to set up a 
speakers bureau of UNI faculty that are interested in going out 
to the community colleges to lecture, talking with students and 
faculty. 
Senator Wurtz noted that faculty going there to give a lecture 
is a good thing, but what really matters is the writing 
assignments, the exam expectations, the grading standards. 
She'd hate to see us think we are doing something marvelous with 
this exchange of lectures and then find ourselves with the same 
old problems of standards. 
Interim Provost Lubker responded that that is a valid point. 
The idea of giving a lecture is opening the door, getting this 
get started. To take it further would be to then have an actual 
exchange of scholars, which would be harder to do. It might be 
an interesting and eye opening experience for faculty to teach 
at NIACC for a semester, something he would endorse. 
Interim Provost Lubker stated that in the trips to the community 
colleges he has expressed concern about community colleges 
teaching high school students and letting it count as credit for 
the community college and, subsequently credit for UNI if the 
student should transfer here. In his mind this is pretty bad, 
especially when they let high school teachers teach the course 
in the high school and let it count. He raised that concern at 
NIACC and the president there shared some research he had done 
on this. An example was a high school in a small town where 
students had the choice of taking biology taught by the social 
studies teacher because they don't have a biology teacher, or 
taking it from a Ph.D. in biology at NIACC. If they take it 
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from the Ph.D., why not let that count as freshman biology if 
it's that level of a course? That's a hard question to say no 
to, if it is in fact that level of a course. Everything can't 
be treated the same, you have to look at the situation. This is 
a complex issue that is not going away and we need to address it 
up front and real. 
Senator van Wormer commented that she welcomes this approach, 
noting that in Social Work they have had excellent results with 
students coming from Kirkwood and Hawkeye. They are often non-
traditional students who can come into UNI and really focus on 
Social Work. 
COMMENTS FROM FACULTY CHAIR, IRA SIMET 
Chair Licari introduced Ira Simet, Chemistry, who was recently 
elected Faculty Chair. He noted that Sue Joseph, former Faculty 
Chair, had asked senators to remind their college senates to put 
forth good candidates for the Regents Award for Faculty 
Excellence. 
Faculty Chair Simet stated that he is honored to have been 
elected and didn't allow his name to be put in nomination 
because he had a particular agenda. It is his belief that the 
Faculty Chair should be receptive to ideas from the senate or 
faculty at large. If Dr. Joseph wishes to continue her efforts 
in academic rigor and academic honesty that's fine but if not, 
he's willing to continue if the faculty would like to. He is 
also planning to look back through the Senate minutes the past 
couple of years for loose ends that the Faculty Chair might be 
able to tie up. He asked the senate to contact him if they know 
of such issues or have ideas that they would like pursued. 
COMMENTS FROM CHAIR, MICHAEL LICARI 
Chair Licari noted that the University Council met last week 
with a presentation on UNI enrollment information from Vice 
President Terry Hogan. Current enrollment is 12,609, which is 
up 2.8% from last academic year. He also discussed the 
challenges UNI will have to face; tuition and fees, decline in 
the number of high school graduates and competition from 
community colleges. Vice President Hogan had also stated that 
the Enrollment Council was established by President Allen to 
oversee a coordinated effort at increasing enrollment and 
establishing policy to that effect. 
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As part of the meeting, President Allen presented information on 
the voluntary system of accountability. This is an effort to 
try to deal with reports at the federal level about overseeing 
higher education accountability. This is an effort to try to 
come up with our own system in an attempt to head off any 
federal regulations. President Allen presented information 
about how universities that participate in the voluntary 
accountability system would present information to perspective 
students and parents. 
Chair Licari also noted that the meeting room where the Senate 
met for the September 24 meeting, Seminar Room 102, Towers 
Center, is available for the Senate's regular use. Our current 
room is a great reading room but a bad meeting room. The Senate 
will be using that conference room in the Towers Center 
permanently starting with our next meeting, October 22. The 
Senate will no longer be meeting in the Great Reading Room. 
CONSIDERATION OF CALENDAR ITEMS FOR DOCKETING 
974 Annual Report of the Military Science Liaison and Advisory 
Committee, 2006 - 2007 
Motion to docket in regular order as item # 856 by Senator 
Christensen; second by Senator O'Kane. Motion passed. 
NEW BUSINESS 
Chair Licari reminded that Senate that at the last meeting the 
Senate appointed Hans Isakson as faculty representative to the 
Student Conduct Committee pending his acceptance. Dr. Isakson 
has declined. Mitch Strauss, Design, Textiles, Gerontology and 
Family Studies, has been recruited pending Senate approval. 
Motion to elect Mitch Strauss as the faculty representative to 
the Student Conduct Committee by Senator Neuhaus; second by 
Senator Bruess. Motion passed. 
Chair Licari announced that the Senate needs to appoint a 
representative from the Senate to the LAC - Curriculum Task Force. 
He has served in that capacity but as Faculty Senate Chair he 
cannot continue. 
Self-nomination by Senator van Wormer. Motion passed. 
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CONSIDERATION OF DOCKETED ITEMS 
853 Emeritus Status request, David Buch, Department of Music, 
effective . 8/07 
Motion to approve by Senator Funderburk; second by Senator 
Christensen. 
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Senator Funderburk noted that Dr. Buch is a long time 
musicologist at UNI, winner of the Outstanding Scholar Award 
here at UNI. He is noted internationally as having discovered 
elements of a lost Mozart opera in the last couple of years. He 
is an amazing scholar that will be sorely missed, possibly 
setting the record for the number of FDA's achieved in the 
fewest number of years required. His work and teaching were 
both outstanding. The university will miss him very much. 
Motion passed. 
854 Proposed UNI Policy on Split Faculty Appointments 
Senator O'Kane asked what the Senate was being asked to do with 
this proposed policy. 
Chair Licari responded that the Senate could accept or endorse 
it, and that Senate doesn't have the authority to actually 
implement it. 
Interim Provost Lubker noted that the original document was 
accepted by the Faculty Senate. It then went on to the Academic 
Affairs Council (AAC) where some changes were made which seemed 
sufficient to allow it to be brought back to the Senate rather 
than move it forward to the University Cabinet. 
Motion to endorse by Senator East; second by Senator Smith. 
Senator Funderburk stated that it's significant to note that 
some of the changes may border on some Master Agreement issues. 
The Central Committee of the United Faculty originally saw the 
proposal prior to these changes. It was reconsidered at the 
Central Committee meeting and President Isakson is here today to 
speak to some of the concerns that had been expressed. 
Chair Licari responded that that would be appropriate, however, 
he would like to hear from the Dual Career Couple Committee on 
the background of the changes, as that would help the Senate in 
their understanding. Dean Wallace, representing the Academic 
Affairs Council, was present to discuss the changes. 
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Dean Wallace noted that the initial recommendation that was 
endorsed by the Faculty Senate in February 2006 was discussed at 
AAC this past summer. There are three basic changes to the 
proposal. 
The first change, in the first paragraph, is that the 
appointments to be made must be mutually agreeable to the 
partners, the home department, department head, and the dean. 
This was not part of the original proposal and they thought it 
was important. This proposal is for a position that is to be 
split between spouses or partners; they are a together unit. It 
is not meant to be unrelated individuals in different 
departments. It is important to understand that. 
Dean Wallace stated that in looking at other proposals at other 
universities, the second change, that each individual receives 
faculty rank and has a full vote at all university faculty 
meetings and elections, but a vote proportionate to the split 
appointment at departmental meetings, was made. One of the 
reasons why they proposed to change this is that there are some 
programs at UNI that are extremely small and thus felt that 
voting within the department should be proportionate with the 
split appointment. Voting at the university level encompasses a 
much larger number and split faculty should be given a full vote 
at that level. 
The third change is that both faculty in a split position are 
required to meet the same research, scholarship and/or artistic 
requirements as other probationary and tenure-track faculty 
within the same academic department, and to be evaluated 
accordingly. In the original proposal, Dean Wallace noted, it 
was to have a proportionate split in the assessment of the 
individual faculty based on their service, scholarship or 
academic achievement as well as their teaching. At AAC they 
felt that while they could split the teaching and service 
assignments, they didn't feel they could split a tenure 
assignment. The individual's research record would have to 
stand equitable to other individuals within their department, in 
particularly because the individual could at a later time, as 
the document says, go from the half time position to a full time 
position and be equal to any other full time academic unit. 
Senator O'Kane asked that given the research requirements are 
equal to what they are for single appointments, does that mean 
that the probationary period would be longer? 
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Dean Wallace responded that she's not sure they can move the 
probationary period because it stays with AAUP guidelines but it 
is something that can be discussed. Right now it is assumed 
that it's six years until tenure for a full time appointment. 
There has never been any discussion on cutting it into smaller 
units. She was recently at Ohio State University where they 
have cut it into smaller units. 
Senator East asked if there was a basis or rationale for spouses 
or couples outside the university having a personal versus a 
professional relationship. In reading about the salaries it 
sounds like they will each have a separate salary based on an 
average base salary, which sounded a bit confusing. 
Dean Wallace replied that each partner would have their own base 
salary and will be evaluated on that base salary so they could 
go up or down. However, as a unit they would both get the same 
salary and their take home pay would be the same. If one were 
to move on leaving the one with a split salary, their base 
salary would be based on their evaluations from the previous 
period. 
Barbara Cutter, Dual Career Couple Committee Member, clarified 
that it is the starting salary that would be split in half. 
From then on each partner would have their own salaries so they 
are not tied together. 
Senator Wurtz asked what happens in a situation where one-half 
is denied tenure and unable to continue in their position, and 
the other partner continues. According to the proposal, the 
only time half positions can be filled are with committed 
relationship partners. What happens to that other open half 
position? 
Dr. Cutter responded that the original proposal allowed the 
staying partner to apply for that half position. The term 
"partner" is left out of this revised proposal because it was 
brought to her attention that at another university there were 
faculty in different areas that both had partners in the same 
area who split a faculty line. 
Dean Wallace noted that she appreciated the clarification, and 
that there is mention of "partner" in the document. 
Senator van Wormer asked if this means that gay and lesbian 
partners are not included? 
It was noted that they are included. 
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Senator Funderburk asked if it is to be assumed to be applicable 
only to partners that are within the same discipline? And if 
not, how is it handled? 
Dr. Cutter responded that it is her understanding in the way 
it's written that they would almost have to be because one 
faculty line is taken and being split in two. The only 
exception would probably be if there were an interdisciplinary 
line to begin with. 
Chair Licari added that Senator Funderburk raised issues at the 
beginning of the discussion regarding the Master Agreement, and 
Dr. Hans Isakson, United Faculty President, is present. 
Dr. Isakson remarked that the Central Committed of United 
Faculty (UF) looked at the proposed changes that were made by 
the ACC and voted to reject the changes due to the research 
expectations component. They felt this change would seriously 
erode the basic intent of this proposal. The basic intent of 
this policy is as a recruiting and retaining tool for well-
qualified faculty. The research requirement ends up creating 
another problem. What it does is creates a situation where 
equal pay for equal work is violated. The person on the split 
appointment is actually being required to fulfill 5/8 of a full 
time position and receive one-half pay. This extension of 
additional research adds another 1/8 to that work load, and as a 
consequence that person holding a split appointment is going to 
be paid one-half of the salary and be required and expected to 
fulfill 5/8 of the requirements of a full-time position. This 
is what they objected to. 
Dr. Isakson noted that there are some approaches to get around 
this. One possibility that was discussed is to simply pay 
faculty on a one-half split appointment 5/8 of the salary 
instead of one-half. If you expect them to fulfill 5/8 of the 
workload then pay them for 5/8 of the salary. If this approach 




Another approach would be to extend the probationary period for 
faculty on a split appointment. ISU currently does this with 
their part-time tenure-track faculty appointments. Such faculty 
have ten years in which to fulfill the same research 
requirements as a full-time person in that position. They are 
given more time to complete that extra 1/8 of their work 
assignment. In working this out mathematically, ten years 
equates 5/8. 
Dr. Isakson added that there might be other approaches that 
could be used, such as a combination of the two methods where 
the split position could be given a proportionally longer time 
frame for meeting the research requirements. Once promoted and 
tenured they could then receive the 5/8 compensation for the 5/8 
additional work. However, if the probationary time period is 
extended, that will require a change in the Maser Agreement. UF 
stands prepared to negotiate that type of change with the 
administration and the Board of Regents (BOR) . 
As it is currently crafted with the added research requirement, 
it may be problematic with the Master Agreement because it 
violates the principal of equal pay for equal work. UF would 
rather see that addressed in some way to make it more 
constructive. They are not totally opposed to the split 
appointments policy as they approved it in its initial form 
prior to going to the AAC. 
Senator East asked what it is in the Master Agreement that would 
have to be modified if this proposal were to become policy? 
Dr. Isakson responded that changes would have to be made to make 
it possible for faculty to receive one-half pay for the 5/8 
work. 
Senator East added that if there is nothing about it in the 
Master Agreement then why would it need to be modified. 
Dr. Isakson noted that the Master Agreement is based on the 
principal of equal pay for equal work, so if someone is being 
required to extend a portion of their required work then they 
should receive equal pay for their work. There is no precedent 
at this time for part time faculty positions. 
Senator East continued that that is why he doesn't understand 
why the Master Agreement would have to be changed. 
Dr. Isakson replied that it's not necessarily changing as it is 
adding that provision to the Master Agreement. 
Dr. Isakson remarked that he's not sure adding such a provision 
would be successful; who is going to accept a position in which 
they are to take a 5/8 load and receive one-half pay? 
Senator Yehieli asked how difficult would it be to change or 
modify the Master Agreement; what process would be involved? 
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Dr. Isakson responded that there are two approaches. One would 
be by a Memorandum of Understand (MOU), which has been done in 
the past and becomes an Addendum to the Master Agreement. If 
the language of the Agreement itself were changed then that 
would have to occur during the regular two-year cycle for Master 
Agreement negotiations. 
Senator Yehieli asked if this gets voted on by the union 
members? 
Dr. Isakson responded that in either case it has to be 
negotiated between UF and representatives of the BOR. Whatever 
they agree to move forward has to then be ratified by the 
membership of United Faculty and approved by the BOR. He noted 
that next year is a bargaining year. 
Senator Yehieli asked if that is true with a MOU? 
Dr. Isakson stated that with a MOU agreement can be reached in 
between bargaining years. 
Senator Yehieli noted that that would have a much quicker turn 
around time as a temporary solution. 
Senator Gray stated that in the previous proposal there was 
something to the effect that in the split agreement over a two-
year period they should each average half of a teaching load. 
That has been changed in this new proposal on page 2, at the 
bottom where they are allowing the department or however their 
contract is allocated, to split that differently; it is 
described at being split into 18 hours of contact hours. 
Dena Wallace responded that ACC didn't mean to change the 
intent, that it could be flexible in an academic year. It would 
work well to do a two-year period if departments wanted to move 
those around so the average over a two-year period would be 
equal. 
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Senator Gray continued that the downside of taking that out is 
when you have one of the pairs assume the full position. If one 
is teaching a higher load and getting a higher salary, the 
proposal says bn page four that the salary is to be doubled if 
they take the full position. 
Dr. Wallace noted that they can't go under 50 percent or that 
partner would not get benefits. The intent is the option that 
perhaps one year you would be able to get a one and one-half 
position and have it split. It was never the intent to have one 
position and have it split 75% and 25% as that would limit the 
benefits for the under 50% partner. 
Dr. Cutter commented that she didn't think it would be possible 
for a faculty member to hold more than a full position. If a 
faculty line and a half was split so that each partner went up 
to 3/4 each, you would then have an extra half line if each 
partner went up to full-time. That base salary would be equal 
to a full-time appointment. 
Senator Gray noted that the wording doesn't say that; the word 
"doubled" is what's problematic. 
Dr. Wallace added that the thought was that the exception would 
be going up to one and one-half. The proposal by default was to 
split one position and this scenario was missed. 
Senator van Wormer asked if extending the probationary period is 
something that would work. 
Dr. Wallace responded that she would have to defer to people who 
know AAUP better then she does. 
Senator Neuhaus noted that one issue that came up at UF was the 
concern that someone would be forced to wait those years or be 
penalized if they wanted to come up early. There was expression 
that if you came in as a half position and you had the 
opportunity to work for ten years you could also choose to come 
up before that time. They felt that in certain departments 
someone who wanted to come up early would have to bring a little 
more to the table than someone who waited their full time. 
There was concern that that would be added to the mix. 
Dr. Cutter added that the model the committee talked about is a 
new policy that was instituted at ISU last year. Faculty can go 
voluntarily down from 100% appointments to 50% appointments for 
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a temporary period for whatever reason. This is a policy that 
gives an example of how you could extend the tenure clock for 
someone who's only being paid for half time work to make it more 
equitable. She also shares Senator Neuhaus's concern that if 
you've been here six years and you've done the research just as 
fast as a full-time person you wouldn't want to be penalized. 
Senator East commented that people are saying that they don't 
want this treated as a special position when it is indeed a 
special position. He doesn't understand what the problem is 
with two people that voluntarily go into a position that says 
you have to work 5/8 more time for the same amount of pay if you 
want this kind of position. We have a university where we 
normally pay single full-time positions, and he doesn't see it 
as a problem. Just as it shouldn't be a problem if someone 
wants to go up early, they have to meet some extra standard. It 
seems very reasonable to have special circumstances for special 
cases and it seems that this would be a special case. He's 
disappointed that this proposal doesn't allow non-personally 
related people to take advantage of it, people that might happen 
to know each other vaguely but are willing to share a position 
without a personal relationship. It seems somewhat 
discriminatory to allow married couples, gay and lesbian couples 
to do this but not non-related people. 
Senator Neuhaus asked if that might be tied into the benefits 
problem, having two-unrelated people. 
Dr. Cutter responded that it shouldn't be a problem because they 
both have their own separate benefit package because they are 
50% time. 
Senator Wurtz noted that one way to look at the pay issue 
that there are certain costs incurred per body and the 
university is splitting the salary that would normally go 
one body but incurring the administrative costs of two. 
them 5/8 but they have to rebate an eighth to cover the 




Betty DeBerg, Department Head, Philosophy and Religion, reported 
that she was sent by the department heads in the College of 
Humanities and Fine Arts to speak against this proposal. She 
wanted to raise one major issue that hasn't yet been addressed, 
and that is if two people come in and one gets hired full time. 
As she understood the proposal, the other person, the one that 
did not become full-time, is allowed to remain in that half-time 
position with full benefits. There are currently people working 
here at the university in half-time jobs and they are called 
adjuncts. They do not get full benefits nor do they get one-
half of a full salary. She sees this as a possibility of 
creating a class of super-adjuncts based on nothing other than 
their marital status, and this is a very dangerous precedent. 
That should cause some kind of thinking within the union about 
what that would mean for other adjunct positions. Why then 
couldn't any adjunct working at least half-time demand the same 
salary as this group of privileged super-adjuncts that we would 
be creating by this policy? 
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In addition, Dr. DeBerg noted, that as single person she is very 
offended by workplace privileges given only to people who are in 
domestic relationships or marriages and not to single people. 
This is gross; who you are married to should have nothing to do 
with what kinds of privileges, salaries and benefits are 
extended to you in the workplace, and this is really unfair at 
that level. This is the kind of thing she would like to 
entertain later on; why not bring someone in, who's just as good 
or better in her field, to split a position? What should 
prevent that? She hopes we don't have that policy because she 
thinks it's a bad policy, but if we get a bad policy like this 
then she hopes she would have the same right to draw on it as 
people who happen to be in marriages or domestic partnerships 
would. She stated that she just cannot speak enough for single 
people who don't speak out enough on these issues. It costs 
married couple half as much to belong to giving societies than a 
single person. Things like this rankle her, but this really 
rankles her. 
Senator East commented that since this was the department heads 
speaking out against this, then any such agreement has to be 
mutually agreeable to the partners home department, and 
department heads can say if they don't agree. 
Dr. DeBerg responded that other departments might create a class 
of super-adjuncts, which she feels is a really bad policy 
university wide. 
Senator Neuhaus noting that adjuncts are routinely evaluated, 
working towards tenure. If they don't measure up, they don't 
stay. There was a feeling that this community may not be as 
competitive as universities in larger communities. Partners in 
these positions will be evaluated every year and if they don't 
measure up they don't get to stay. They are going through a 
different experience than the adjuncts. The idea on this was to 
try to recruit talent. He can understand that it does cut 
unfavorably against the single person but this community could 
be looked at as unfair to those couples who are both talented 
academically but may not choose to come to this community 
because there's just not enough room for two talented 
individuals. On one hand he can probably say, yes, that it 
isn't fair but it is a way to get good, talented people here. 
There are administrative costs but at the same time another 
bright mind is added to this community. There are inequities 
but they could be on both sides on this issue and we need to 
look at the fact that this was a recruiting idea. 
Chair Licari reiterated the motion, to endorse this policy. 
Senator Funderburk added that it would not be wise for the 
Senate to endorse this policy with the idea that it is ready to 
go. It is pretty obvious that the details on this haven't been 
workout all the way through. There are some very good elements 
to this but doesn't understand why you have to be in a 
relationship to be eligible. And, is it something that we 
really want at all? Would it be possible to endorse the idea 
but suggest that the interested parties sit down and work out 
the details? There is not even a mechanism of saying who 
initiates this. 
Chair Licari asked Senator East if he would be willing to amend 
his motion. 
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Senator East noted that he made the motion for discussion 
purposes. He amended the motion to say that the Senate endorses 
the idea but not necessarily this proposal, and recommends that 
parties work on the wording of the document; second by Senator 
Smith. 
Senator Christensen asked if this would be sending it back to 
the committee? 
Chair Licari replied that it would go back to all those groups 
that have been involved, the committee, the UF, and the AAC. 
Senator Mvuyekure remarked that it seems the Senate is repeating 
itself, as the Senate endorsed the idea last year. He doesn't 
see the point of the Senate re-endorsing the same idea. 
Senator Funderburk stated that it had been suggested that this 
would be taken up during negotiations so those details could be 
worked out but that did not happen. It is back because it was 
deemed that it could be handled without going through this 
process and without, in his opinion, sitting down and hammering 
out the details in the proper form. 
Motion to endorse the policy passed with two nays and two 
abstentions. 
Chair Licari thanked the Senate and the guests for their 
information and input. 
855 Associate Provost's position on University Curriculum 
Committee 
Senator East asked for information on this before making a 
motion. 
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Associate Provost Kopper outlined the makeup of the University 
Curriculum Committee (UCC), noting it was established by the 
Faculty Senate. The Associate Provost sits on that committee as 
an ex officio member. In the past several years her predecessor 
sat as the chair of the UCC. She went to the UCC, along with 
Interim Provost Lubker, and they raised the issue of having this 
committee, a committee of the curriculum, that you think of as 
being in the hands of the faculty, being chaired by a faculty 
member of the UCC rather than the Associate Provost as has been 
done in the past. In discussion at the UCC there was a negative 
reaction to that, and the motion to have a committee faculty 
member elected as chair was defeated. One of the things that 
she shared with the UCC was that there is a lot of work 
associated with chairing this particular committee, and whoever 
chairs it would have the full support of the Office of the 
Provost and her commitment to attend the meetings on a regular 
basis and to be involved even though she wasn't chairing it. 
However, that motion was defeated. 
Interim Provost Lubker added that he doesn't care who chairs the 
committee. It was not his intention to start a fight. He 
thought the faculty might want to control this committee, and 
will bow to whatever the committee or Senate suggests. 
Senator Patton noted that the UCC is controlled by the faculty 
due to its elective representatives. The chair is not in 
control of the committee; the chair serves in the role as the 
convener, the facilitator, the mediator, whatever. The faculty 
are, and always have been, in charge of the UCC. He also noted 
that the chair has no vote. 
Associate Provost Kopper stated that she does not vote in the 
decisions. Whichever way the Senate decides is fine with her. 
She is currently serving as chair and will be happy to continue 
to do that. This issue is raised because it is the curriculum 
and it is important for the Senate to decide about that. 
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Interim Provost Lubker added he did not want any opportunity for 
it to be said that the administration was trying to manipulate 
the curriculum. 
Senator van Wormer moved that the Chair of the University 
Curriculum Committee elect its chair, and that any member of the 
UCC, including the Associate Provost, could be elected chair; 
second by Senator O'Kane. 
Dr. Carol Cooper, HPELS, noted that she has served on a number 
of university committees and that the person in Dr. Kopper's 
position, the Associate Provost, has always been the one to call 
the UCC meetings to order. It is the Associate Provost's 
committee, she chairs it and everyone that was elected to the 
committee has a vote. By electing a chair from the committee 
members you would have a college that would not have a vote. It 
has worked out fine and wondered why the Senate has to micro-
manage how a committee works; they should be able to figure it 
out. 
Senator Gray asked what the role of the Associate Provost would 
be if not elected chair in the motion? 
Senator van Wormer replied observer, communicator, member, an ex 
officio non-voting member. 
Senator Wurtz asked if it would be a regular member that is 
elected, would the chair then have a vote? But if it were the 
Associate Provost elected as chair, the chair wouldn't have a 
vote. 
Senator van Wormer responded that that is why it might be good 
to have the Associate Provost as chair. 
Senator Yehieli asked the Associate Provost if by not having a 
vote, does she offer opinions and interpretations on issues? 
Associate Provost Kopper replied that she does, mostly related 
to procedural issues. Her role, as she sees it, is to 
facilitate the curriculum review process, and do all she can to 
keep the committee process on track in terms of procedures and 
policies. She does not get involved in offering suggestions on 
decisions. 
Senator Basom asked what the composition of the committee is? 
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If the chair is elected from a specific college, then that 
college looses its vote on the UCC. That has perhaps been one 
of the reasons why faculty do not want to serve as chair because 
their entire area would lose representation. 
Senator Christensen asked if the chair maintains the role of a 
voter in cases of a tie vote? And that faculty person in the 
position of chair would then be able to break a tie. 
Dr. Cooper noted that when she has served on the UCC nothing has 
come close to a tie vote. 
Senator Christensen continued that he sees no concern about the 
faculty person in the role of chair having a vote or not; they 
have it if the vote is a tie. 
Dr. Isakson stated as a point of information, according to 
Robert's Rules, the chair of a committee is suppose to be 
impartial and the biggest problem would be that it would muffle 
the chair of the UCC if that person were representing a 
particular college. In fact they would probably have to step 
down and have someone else chair when their college's curriculum 
proposals was being considered. As far as voting goes, under 
Robert's Rules the chair has a vote to make or break a tie. 
With the UCC, as was noted, they look for unanimous agreement 
and if there is disagreement they usually send it back to be 
smoothed out and returned; proposals hardly ever come close to a 
tie. 
Dr. Cooper noted that originally the UCC was all the deans of 
the university with the Provost chairing it. It was changed 
when the faculty got a constitution, and that is probably why 
the Associate Provost is in the position as chair. 
Senator East noted that it is important to remember that it is a 
faculty committee and a faculty responsibility. This is a 
situation where a policy decision needs to be made. And it's 
okay for the Senate to micro-manage their committees, to at 
least make sure we know what's going on. Why does the Senate 
not know what the policy is for this committee? Do we have that 
information available for the other committees that report to 
the Senate? 
Dr. Cooper stated that the Committee on Committee has 
information on all the faculty committees. 
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Chair Licari added that the Senate has that information; we just 
don't reference it very often. 
Associate Provost Kopper stated that in 1968 there was the 
Committee on Curriculum with the Dean of Undergraduate Studies 
as chair, without a vote. This is where it all started. 
Chair Licari reiterated that the motion is to elect the chair of 
the UCC from the UCC members, faculty or Associate Provost. 
Senator van Wormer noted that if it is already that way then we 
don't need to change it. 
Chair Licari responded that currently the Associate Provost is 
designated as chair. 
Dr. Cooper noted that former Associate Provost Sue Koch was the 
first Associate Provost that she remembers to take the position 
of chair. 
Senator van Wormer commented that her motion would then clarify 
the process, and she will keep it as it is. 
Dr. April Chatham-Carpenter, Communication Studies, UCC member, 
asked if this motion is passed, would the vote that actually 
elected her still stand or would they have to revote? 
Chair Licari replied that they would not have to have a revote. 
Dr. Chatham-Carpenter remarked as a member of the search 
committee for the Associate Provost, she is aware that part of 
the responsibilities in the job description was to chair the 
UCC. This is something that the Senate should consider in their 
deliberations. 
Voting to elect the chair of the UCC from the membership of that 
committee, faculty representative or Associate Provost, was 
passed with one abstention. 
NEW BUSINESS 
An Analysis of Revenues and Expenditures at the University of 
Northern Iowa 
Chair Licari noted that this is a report prepared by Dr. Hans 
Isakson, Department of Economics, UNI, last spring semester. 
This report was distributed to the Senate for their review and 
several senators felt that it would be a good idea to discuss 
the findings. 
Motion to receive Dr. Isakson's report by Senator van Wormer; 
second by Senator Gray. 
Senator van Wormer stated that she thought it was rather 
shocking to look at this and see what a small percentage is 
placed on instruction compared to other universities. 
Senator Funderburk asked how the Senate can procedurally enter 
into a discussion of what some of these number appear to be 
saying about the emphasis we place on education at this 
institution and the value structure when our ranking is at the 
bottom of our peer institutions for support of financial aid, 
yet at the top for auxiliary. It raises a lot of questions and 
he's not sure how to go about opening a Senate discussion. He 
hopes that we are all concerned about what the report seems to 
be saying. 
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Chair Licari responded that he's not sure the Senate can discuss 
much either. 
Dr. Isakson noted that when he prepared this report he had no 
intention of making judgments one way or the other. The 
presentation is the way the numbers are. If the Faculty Senate 
is concerned with these particular numbers and think they should 
change over time, then it would be appropriate for the Senate to 
ask President Allen to address this with the Senate because the 
decision on how these resources are allocated is a cabinet level 
decision that is heavily influenced by the president of the 
university. Any interest in seeing these numbers changed should 
be directed at that level. A possibility might be to address 
concerns regarding the share of resources devoted to instruction 
as this seems to be the area most people have expressed concern. 
The Senate could ask President Allen to report periodically or 
annually to the Senate on the University's progress toward 
allocating funds to support instruction at the university more 
commensurately with what's being done at our peer institutions. 
The Senate is not really in a position to change or force change 
in any of these findings. The Senate is in a position to 
monitor them and to ask questions about how these resource 
allocations and decisions are being made. 
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Senator Gray shared with the Senate the question he had 
previously asked Dr. Isakson, which was his concern with 
instruction being so low and the institutional support being so 
high. He was wondering whether or not purchases such as MEMFIS, 
and other ITS related expenditures that are "large ticket 
items", what bins those had fallen in? From their discussion 
it's rather vague where they are falling in terms of this pie 
chart. 
Dr. Isakson replied that the data used is the IPEDS data, which 
is collected by the United States Department of Education. 
Every college and university submits their revenue and 
expenditures reports each year. The details of what is 
available is very, very limited. Something as detailed as 
expenditures for databases is almost impossible to ferret out 
and make comparisons across the universities. The only reason 
he was able to make any comparisons in expenditures within the 
Auxiliary Enterprises area is because Auxiliary Enterprises is a 
line item budget and it is possible to find details within that 
area. However, in area's such as Institutional Support the 
financial reports do not have an itemization of what's being 
spent. Instead it is spread all around. It could be found out 
because imbedded within the transaction numbers here at UNI is a 
code that assigns that transaction to a specific category. But 
it would be impossible to make comparisons with our peer 
institutions. 
Interim Provost Lubker asked where we would like President Allen 
or Tom Schellhardt, Vice President for Administration and 
Finance, to go with this. In looking at this there are three 
areas of questions we can get into. The first is to look at the 
past, assigning a blame. We're not trying to do that because 
these ratios were about the same ten years ago. 
The next area to look at is the present, which is a value 
judgment. In looking at the ratio comparisons between one 
school and the next the numbers are very small. In statistics, 
a difference in order to be a difference has to make a 
difference and he doesn't know if all these differences really 
make a difference in the way we behave. 
More importantly, considering those small differences among the 
ratios, the ten expense categories are very coarse grained. 
They have many, many subcategories within them. One we are 
concerned about is "Institutional Support" which has in it the 
provost, the president, and all the deans. It also has in it 
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Print Services, which is costing us a lot of money and not 
making anywhere near what it costs us. Several years ago they 
tried to eliminate it, which would have included firing nine 
staff members. Then Governor Vilsack refused to allow the 
university to do that. Had they done that, given the small 
ratio differences, we might have moved down a notch or two. It's 
very hard to make a distinction between the ten areas. 
Interim Provost Lubker stated that the next step would be to 
look to the future, what's the choice? What is it the Senate 
wants do? Is it a concern that the current administration is 
doing a bad job? Herman Blake, who recently spoke at UNI during 
Minority Week, said to stop comparing ourselves to other 
schools; decide what you want to do and see if we're doing it 
well. UNI is coming out of six years of enormous budget 
problems, and we're trying to consider what we're doing and 
trying to do it well. He's unsure what we could do differently. 
What he is concerned about is that the greatest concern in this 
document is focused on the Auxiliary Enterprises and the way 
that money is being spent. If the main question is about 
Auxiliary Enterprises he would like to know that. 
Senator O'Kane noted that he would ask those very questions. He 
also agrees that most of the differences in numbers are very 
small, with a few exceptions. What is troubling to him is when 
looking at Research and Instruction. There is a 5% difference 
between us and the next institution above us; that's a big 
difference. There is an almost 10% difference between the first 
institution listed and us. The difference between .30 and .35 
is highly significant. 
Interim Provost Lubker noted that this year alone we have put $2 
million of new money back into the academic side for new faculty 
lines. That has to make some kind of a difference. 
Senator Smith stated that, having been involved in various 
curriculum related things such as revising the Liberal Arts 
Core, you can feel a pressure here that maybe by reducing the 
size of the Liberal Arts Core, maybe by constraining the size of 
major we can save some money for the university. His concern is 
that there is not really substantial savings there; any savings 
there may come at the cost of student preparation. Many would 
want to feel that the same kinds of concern about saving money 
applies when you look at the Athletic Department, when you look 
at everything else at the university, not just the curriculum. 
We not convinced this is happening, especially when looking at 
numbers like this. 
Interim Provost Lubker noted that is why he asked the question, 
is the concern of this group with the way the money is being 
spent on the Auxiliaries, or is it with what we're doing with 
the other nine areas? 
Senator Smith responded that the Auxiliaries stand out but 
faculty would like to feel that there is the same kind of 
discipline being imposed in other areas. 
Interim Provost Lubker replied if that's the case, then Tom 
Schellhardt and Rick Hartzell, Athletic Director, are the ones 
that need to be here discussing this with the Senate, and the 
Senate should not be discussing this without them here to be 
able to respond to the Senate's concerns. 
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Chair Licari noted that the Senate is running out of time for 
this meeting. He reiterated that the original motion was simply 
to receive the report. 
Senator van Wormer moved to amend her motion to discuss the 
report, "An Analysis of Revenues and Expenditures at the 
University of Northern Iowa" and invite Tom Schellhardt and Rick 
Hartzell for discussion at a future meeting; second by Senator 
O'Kane. 
Senator Funderburk added that the other area of concern that 
hasn't been mentioned is that UNI is almost last with an almost 
10% difference in supporting our students in a time when we've 
seen 100% plus increases in tuition. Mr. Schellhardt and Mr. 
Hartzell are not the only players we need to be concerned with. 
It's also reasonable to include President Allen and ask, not 
accusatory, what is the idea here. 
Senator East stated that it's not at all clear to him what is 
going to be achieved by studying this report or by having these 
people talk with us. We're not going to gain much information 
and he doesn't understand the purpose of it. What do we hope to 
gain other than venting a little bit? He doesn't want to spend 
his time venting with these people if that's what we're going to 
do. He would like the Senate to come up with something 
reasonable to do but venting is not it. Is there a faculty 
representative in any of the budgeting information areas? 
Interim Provost Lubker stated that he's tried to be a 
transparent as he can on this, meeting with leadership when 
major changes are made. He shares Senator East's concern, and 
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doesn't know what President Allen could tell us or do that he 
isn't already trying very hard to do. The administration is 
trying very hard to work with a difficult budget situation where 
for the first time in five or six years we have any extra money. 
They are trying to work with students; students come first with 
the administration in all of their budget decisions. President 
Allen is a good and honest man trying to work with a budget 
situation that was imposed on him and that has many, many 
components. We can ask him and he will give us a straight and 
honest answer but we won't know much more when we're done. 
However, if the Senate is interested in particular elements of 
this that is something else. 
Chair Licari reiterated Senator van Wormer's motion, to invite 
Tom Schellhardt and Rick Hartzell for discussion at a future 
meeting. 
Senator van Wormer noted that she's concerned about the part 
that seems to emphasize athletics. 
Chair Licari stated that if the Senate wishes to continue this 
discussion we do need a motion to extend the meeting time. 
Motion by Senator Funderburk to extend the meeting by ten 
minutes; second by Senator Smith. Motion passed. 
Senator Smith stated that one of the things we might find out 
are the projections on the Gallagher-Bluedorn Performing Arts 
Center, when does that become break even? 
Chair Licari noted that is a question we can reserve for our 
follow up meeting. 
Senator Funderburk stated that rather than nitpicking one 
persons budget, his concern is who did or didn't decide how much 
areas were going to be allotted. During the five years that 
academics were being cut, someone was deciding to give a half 
million dollars a year into the Auxiliary and into Athletics. 
Chair Licari noted that that is a concern we can take up in the 
future. 
Interim Provost Lubker noted that he would like to speak 
defensively about the Performing Arts Center (PAC) . When he was 
Dean of CHFA and plans were was being developed for a performing 
arts center, he was asked by the cabinet to inform them about 
university performing arts centers. He communicated with a 
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number of people associated with university performing arts 
centers to obtain information. He then told the cabinet that no 
university performing arts center will ever make more than 60-
70% of its expenses. If they want to have one they have to know 
that it will never be self-supporting, and the cabinet bought 
into that. A budget was put together based on a three year 
period with money that was already in the PAC account, moving it 
up to a level of institutional support knowing that it would 
need more to keep running. The also knew that more and more 
support would come from endowment and giving with less support 
from the university. But because of the budget cuts, the 
general fund never put the last $200,000 that was promised for 
the PAC into the base budget. Thus PAC is operating with a 
$200,000 deficit over what it was promised from the university, 
plus the amount of money that it was expected to run in the red 
on. In looking at the money going into it, it has remained 
constant for six years. The PAC is doing what they were told to 
do, doing what they were contracted to do. 
Chair Licari stated that in light of the comments it doesn't 
look like there will be much more fruitful discussion without 
our invited guests, pending the vote on Senator van Wormer's 
motion. 
The vote on Senator van Wormer's motion to invite Tom 
Schellhardt and Rick Hartzell for discussion of Mr. Isakson's 
report on Revenues and Expenditures at UNI at a future meeting 
passed. 
ADJOURNMENT 
Motion by Senator East to adjourn; second by Senator Mvuyekure. 
Motion passed. 
The meeting was adjourned at 5:05 P.M. 
Respectfully submitted, 
Dena Snowden 
Faculty Senate Secretary 
